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Library Project Planning Meeting

Tentative Agenda

1. Introduce Meeting Participants

2. Review Purpose of Meeting
e Identify Source of Subgrant Funds
e Discuss Community Need in Relationship to Subgrant Funding Categories
e Present Overview of Project Concept
® Describe Stakeholder Evaluation Process

e Summarize Efforts to Date

3. Describe the Proposed Project
e (Goal and Objectives
e Activities
e  Budget
e Evaluation

4. Discuss and Complete Project Evaluation Worksheet

5.  Determine On-Going Role for Meeting Participants

6. Schedule Next Meeting Date

7.  Adjournment
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Data Collection Methods

AppendixC

Methods

Description

Advantages

Disadvantages

Existing Records

(e.g., registration materi-
als, financial records, us-
age counts)

The library staff may already be col-
lecting information through the nor-
mal procedures of the library. By
modifying current procedures or sim-
ply examining the data in a different
way, the library staff may be able to
answer some of the key evaluation
guestions.

Provides quantifiable
evidence of activities
andresults.

Requires minimumtime,
effort, and money.

Analysis can be compli-
cated.

Data can be misleading if
originally collected for
different purpose.

Usually reflects quantity,
notquality.

Observation

(e.g., structured participa-
tion, casual conversation,
counting session atten-
dance)

The library staff or designated pro-
gram participants may be ableto look
for specific data in a consistent way
that will help to answer the evalua-
tion questions. The observer, through
informal interviews or other means,
could focus on such aspects of the
projectas project setting, nature of in-
teractions, program activities, library
user behaviors, informal interactions,
unplanned activities, and unexpected
behavior.

Requires minimum
interruptionto program
activities.

Provides check on reports
of staff and users.

Provides contextforun-
derstanding other data.

Observer must be skilled
in process observation.

Observerfilters data
through individual per-
spective and values.

Program participants may
not be open and natural.

Methods

Description

Advantages

Disadvantages

Individual Interviews

(e.g., structured interviews
with individual partici-
pants, face-to-face or by
phone)

The library staff may develop struc-
tured questions for interviews with
key people. The interviews with indi-
viduals should consist of a series of
questions designed to provide the
specific information needed. The in-
terview can be conducted face-to-
face orby telephone. Designing effec-
tive questions and conducting agood
interview is not an easy task and may
require an experienced interviewer.

Can probe for meaning of
responses.

May create participant
willingnesstodisclose
sensitive information.

Can control when and
how questions are asked.

Time consuming.
Analysis may be difficult.

Requires skilled inter-
viewer.

Some participants may
feelthreatened.

Group Interviews

(e.g., focus groups, nomi-
nal groups, work groups)

The library staff may collectinforma-
tion from small groups of people. A
focus group (8-12 persons) is used
when group interaction s likely to in-
crease the quality of the data being
collected. If possible, the group
should be led by a skilled group fa-
cilitator and another person should
document comments of group mem-
bers, the consensus of the group on
specificissues, and any observations
about group member interactions.

Stimulates thinking and
sharingideas.

Can getdifferent views on
same subject.

Can get consensus about
aprogram.

Cannotbe confidential.

May be difficultto
organize.

Some participants may
feelthreatened.

Requiresskilled group in-
terviewer.
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Data COlleC tiOTl MethOds (Continued)

Methods

Description

Advantages

Disadvantages

Journals/Logs

(e.g., participants self-re-
ports and critiques of ex-
perience)

The library staff could be asked to
keep arecord of anecdotes, observa-
tions, personal reactions, comments,
and the frequency of specific activi-
ties relating to the project. The pur-
pose of using this method is to un-
derstand the experience of the
program fromthe participant’s point
of view. The information collected,
however, will be subjective and may
bedifficulttoanalyze.

Provides record of imme-
diatereactionto events.

Provides record of change
overtime.

Requires minimum effort
to collectdata.

Provides record of unan-
ticipated events.

Datais subjective and
notasreliable.

Can be difficultto
analyze.

Participants mustbe
trained in how to record
information.

Questionnaire Surveys

(e.g., systematic data col-
lection instruments: paper
and pencil, telephone,
computer)

The library staff can use question-
naires in obtaining information from
alarge number of individuals. The
nature of the information to be col-
lected should be easily categorized.
Surveys may be mailed or hand-de-
livered, person-to-person, or tele-
phonesurveys. Questionnaires that
collectaccurate dataare notsimple
todesign and administer. One may
wish to use an experienced indi-
vidual in designing the survey. Time
should be taken to obtain feedback
from stakeholders and afew people
inthe target population should test
the survey beforefinalizing.

Can collectdatafrom
large number of peoplein
shorttime.

Relatively inexpensive.

Can be confidential.

Provides ease of analysis
and summarizing of data.

Data is restricted by the
questionsthatare asked.

Substantial planningtime
isrequired.

Return rates can be
quite low.

Methods

Description

Advantages

Disadvantages

Expert Opinion

(e.g., panel of library
directors)

The library staff may contact people
who are knowledgeable because of
theirexperience and expertise inthe
contentor process of the project that
isbeing evaluated. These people
could be national experts, university
faculty, ordirectors of successful
programs in other libraries. Such per-
sons can help assess the needs for
new projects and programs; reactto
the quality of existing or planned
programs; and suggest ways to im-
prove programs. This expertopinion
can be gathered through direct con-
tacts with the individuals or through
areview of reports and articles that
they have written.

Isrelatively simpleto de-
sign and inexpensive to
implement.

Strengthens lines of com-
munication between ex-

perts and participants.

Brings visibility to project.

Experts may notbe avail-
ableforthis.

May be difficult to find
neutral experts.

Participants may notbe
directly familiar with pro-
gram.
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Additional Roles for Stakeholders

In addition to the role that stakeholders will play in identifying
evaluation questions, data resources and data collection methods,
individual members of the stakeholder group or a smaller advisory
committee may serve in the following roles:

¢  Function as a Planning Committee

¢  Develop evaluation instruments

¢  Pilot test evaluation instruments

¢ Assist in evaluation implementation and data collection
¢  Provide “reality checks”

¢ Participate in project promotion

¢ Assist with problem solving for the project

¢  Provide interim evaluation analysis and advice
on project revision

¢  DPursue future project funding
¢ Assess long-term effects or impact of the project

¢  Identify needs and propose future projects for consideration

¢  Provide a cadre of individuals which may be called upon to serve on
the library board, friends group or ad hoc committees
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Glossary

Evaluation

A method or methods of measuring the level of success of a project based on the collection and
analysis of quantitative and qualitative information. Evaluations should answer the questions “so
what?” or “what difference did the project make?”

Funding Areas

LSTA project categories which are eligible for LSTA funding. Specific funding areas are desig-
nated by the Library of Michigan as being active for each fiscal year.

Goal

A general statement which describes the project’s broad overall intent.

Methods

Statements describing how project objectives will be accomplished.

Objectives

Specific statements identifying what will be achieved during the life of the project. Each objec-
tive must be directly related to the project goal and will, ideally, be expressed in measurable terms.

Stakeholder

An individual who has a significant concern or “stake” in the success of the project being evalu-
ated, e.g., teacher, city manager, library user.

The Library of Michigan is committed to the effective evaluation of LSTA projects. This has
been reflected by encouraging LSTA applicants to use the stakeholder evaluation method. The Li-
brary of Michigan participated in the national Evaluating Library Programs and Services project,
coordinated by the University of Wisconsin-Madison. This project developed the Tell-It model of

evaluating library programs. Tell-It is similar to the stakeholder approach, however, it presents a

broader framework for evaluation.




